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Résumé : Le début du nouvel exercice que constitue en France la nouvelle génération des contrats de plan 
(1994-1998) est propice à la recherche sur ce qu'on sait faire aujourd'hui en France en matière d'évaluation 
partenariale. Malgré les essais d'information et de coordination du Commissariat général au plan, l'exercice est 
en effet mal connu et peu analysé. 
L'article tente de caractériser les pratiques françaises de partenariat Etat-Région et la doctrine émergente sur le 
terrain précis des dispositifs et de la coopération en évaluation. Il en ressort que le problème central reste un 
problème de coproduction partenariale d'une information commune sur des politiques publiques territoriales 
qui, en France, sont dites "à financement croisés" et qui ont des enjeux politiques importants pour les 
collectivités territoriales en quête de nouvelles compétences. Quelques réflexions sur les domaines privilégiés 
sont ensuite tentées avant de conclure sur la qualité essentielle de cette évaluation française partenariale des 
politiques territoriales et particulièrement des contrats de plan dans un espace européen multi-niveaux du point 
de vue de l'intervention publique. 
 
Summary : The aim of this paper is to analyze the process and the results of a specific case of partenarial 
evaluation : the french evaluation of state-region plan contracts. Within the context in which several political or 
administrative officials search for the same information concerning their co-financed programs, a new partnership 
evaluation behavior has made its appearance. Cooperative devices have been experimented with the beginning of 
a shared distribution of tools and methods on a regional level. Some conditions for cooperation in partnerial 
evaluation with an application to the case of  Brittany co-financed program evaluation. 
 
 
 
 
PRELIMINARY REMARKS 
 2 
To-day, in the domain of public policy evaluation, it is still difficult to link the theoretical with the practical 
(RIST, C.R., 1995). The first reason for this difficulty is the following : the evaluation methodoly is still strewn 
with many conflicting technical, political and philosophical ideas. A form of theoretical distanciation is needed 
before assessing value judgments (BASLÉ, M. 1995b). The second reason is that every choice for evaluation 
procedures is hardly neutral. Everybody can easily be transformed in an interest group seeking to capture the 
processus of evaluation. The third reason is the lack of agreement of stakeholders in programs over the finality 
of evaluation. Should the evaluation be recapitulative and usable to the information of public opinion (RIST, 
C.R., 1995, introduction) ? Or, on the contrary, should the evaluation be endoformative or participative, taken 
up as an instrument of internal management and be directly used in an internal "real-time" process of improving 
decision making (ALBAEK, E., 1989-93) ? We cannot analyse these difficulties. We only hope that the gap 
between the theoretical and the practical aspect will probably be compensated by doing different forms of 
evaluation. We expect also an individual and organisational apprenticeship (ARGYRIS, C., SHON, D., 1976). In 
France, we will show that such a case is furnished by the evaluation of public policies listed in the State-Region 
Contracts. 
 
INTRODUCTION 
The aim of this paper is to analyse the process and the résults of specific case of partenarial evaluation : the 
french evaluation of State-Regions Contratcts, i.e. of co-financed regionalised policies. A recapitulative 
documentation has been established which show a great variety of process and results [BASLÉ, M. PELÉ, F., 
1997a]. 
Historically, the institutional context of this partenarial evaluation has been determined by the 22 january 1990 
decree on the Evaluation of Public Policy and by two other directives, the 9 december 1993 circular relative to 
the implementation of steps leading to an evaluation of the diverse contractual policies (State-Region contracts, 
towns-state contracts), and the 13 july 1994  prime Minister's  circular relative to the plan for the modernization 
of financial  procedures linked to deconcentration of central administrative action [BASLÉ, M., PELÉ, F., 1994].  
In the domain of co-financed policies, many official authorities (political and administrative authorities) develop 
the same need of information on the characteristics of their common action. Some cooperative devices in 
evaluation have emerged, experimented different methods and we can to-day have a first bilan of these devices 
[GAUDY, C. 1996 ; Comité régional d'évaluation, 1997a]. 
We, first of all, characterize the emerging doctrine of the french partenarial evaluation (1). We will infere that a 
major problem of these evaluation devices is the incitatives to produce a common informational system about 
public policies (2). The third point will be the analysis of the case of Brittany (3). Finally, further consideration 
will be given to the nature of policies selected for the partenarial evaluation (4). 
 
 
 
 Some doctrinal considerations upon French tradition of endeavouring to modernise public action.  
 
The French administration has experimented numerous ways of modernisation of its action. In the sixties and 
seventies, the predominating way was based upon the experience of R.C.B. ("Rationalisation des choix 
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budgétaires"). Many programs of investment has been evaluated with the aid of cost-benefit analysis, or more 
exactly, with the aid of cost-advantages analysis (which takes account of "generalised" advantages like savings of 
time, savings of lives, gains of security and so on). The traditional State budget presentation was seconded by a 
presentation in the form of "budgets de programmes" with the application of some links between the objectives to 
reach and the corresponding means. It was a prelude to the evaluation of the efficacy and of the coherence of 
programs and policies. 
 
In the eighties, some forms of "new citizenship" came into fashion. Amongst diverse experiments, evaluation of 
public policies was presented as a potential gain for the democracy. The background was a republican political 
doctrine : evaluation is necessary and it must not be only undertaken by experts. The vocabulary summons up to 
the expression of "évaluation pluraliste": "it is a democratic requirement insofar as it allows citizens to obtain 
objective information and appreciation which help them in the formation of an opinion concerning the 
functioning of public services". The doctrine seems to be in rupture with a long tradition of French 
administration : rational, from a top-bottom approach, neutral and moving apart from the people. In fact, the new 
fashion for evaluation was also the forwarding of an internal movement of managerial modernisation in public 
administration and its action. On this last point, it is important to note that the French movement of evaluation, 
even though it refuses to admit it, is de facto influenced by recommendations from Anglo-saxon specialists of 
public action who aim for a greater efficiency, i.e. no waste, as in the private sector and a greater efficacy in 
reaching official objectives. 
 
For different financial reasons, the sovereign State (and certain regional authorities) have recently tried, in France 
as elsewhere, to be more performant and so not fail in the eyes of the general public : they dare not say that "they 
want their money back" but, with the pression of growing deficits and growing burden of debts, they proposed to 
be more careful and more thrifty.  
 
Have these two characteristics of the developing French evaluation (improvement in basic policy, element of 
modernisation of management) transformed French evaluation into a means of the putting on of pressure by the 
citizens or experts upon Public Action, pressure theoretically as powerful as that administered by the client on the 
commercial sector ? We dare say that we are far from reaching such a point today even if, on a national as well as 
a regional level, initiatives are evolving in that direction. If we observe what has taken place, by reviewing 
numerous evaluations undertaken at different levels (ministerial, Scientific Evaluation Committee or more local 
evaluation), today's emerging doctrine seems to be, above all, rather pragmatic. This is not unexpected when one 
studies the texts it is based upon and the reports from the Scientific Evaluation Committee [Scientific Evaluation 
Committee, 1993, 1994, 1995-1996]. These texts do not organise in detail the participation of every group of 
interest. They do not constrained instances of evaluation to ensure a large communication of their judgements. At 
the top level of the National Scientific Council of Evaluation (which operates as a second level court), the 
proceedings are generally noiseless and the broad casting very modest [Conseil Scientifique de l'Evaluation. 1995 
Report]. 
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So, the French eclectism is evident when looking at the regional level. Many institutional configurations co-exist 
[see the Scientific Evaluation Committee chart, 1993] or are undergoing institutionalisation [General 
Commissary to the Plan, 1995], or survive to-day [BASLÉ, M. PELÉ, F., 1997a]. If there is some homogeneity, 
it is probably on the semantical and methodological side. The question seems to be the same everywhere : can the 
appraisable programme be described through its means (the "causes"), its objectives and its effects and more 
generally its impact, its challenges ? Shall we be able to make a board of indicators on the programme and its 
application, its long-term effects ? A general result is a qualitative and quantitative better information on the real 
effects of policies. 
 
 The problem of co-production and of sharing a common informational system focussed on co-financed 
actions and their effects. 
 
Cooperative devices of evluation are not generalized. The case of Brittany is probably exemplar with an equi-
distribution of power of State and of regional Council in the Regional Council of evaluation. On can also draw 
attention to the Franche-Comté Region where a joint steering committee has been set up. In Aquitaine, we have a 
"Comité de pilotage" (State and Regional Council) for the evaluation of "Contrats de Plan". In Auvergne or 
Limousin, we have a "dispositif régional" (State and Regional Council) : the same is observable in Franche-
Comté. In Ile de France, the "comité de suivi" of the State-Region contract is also responsable of the evaluation. 
In Champagne-Ardenne, Lorraine, Pays du Loire and Picardie, identical initiatives have been taken. But, in a 
great mumber of cases, here or there, we do not still obseve partenarial devices : State can be pre-eminent (Basse-
Normandie) or Regional Council, (Centre, Rhône-Alpes, Réunion). 
 
When observing the practices, only six regions can be qualified as representative of partenarial devices of 
evaluation [Comité Régional d'Evaluation, 1997a]. In the regions, the core problem  can be infered : the problem 
is to find the good incitatives to encourage the development of co-production of indicators of light evaluation ; or 
to decide to cooperate in monitoring a deep evaluation of co-financed programs with diverse local and political 
implications. This problem can be analysed by different approaches. The experiences that we have analysed show 
that-game theory can be here somewhat useful to understand the reasons of the slow rate of development of 
cooperative devices (annex 1).  
The second point that is a crucial point is that the two partners have to expect a cooperation surplus when 
participating in a common evaluation. "Prefets de Région" obey to national directives but they can also develop 
regional strategies to get a surplus of information from Regional Council services. At the beginning, there is a 
lack of confidence but some realities cannot be annuled. 
 
Annexe 1 
Contribution of game theory 
 
Modern game theory has put the accent on equilibrium of respective strategy choices when each player (here in 
the game of evaluation) knowing the full rationality of the other player, can in principle take the latter's choice 
as given for choosing so as to maximise his own expected utility. The usual problem, in cases named prisoner's 
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dilemma, is the lack of confidence. When two players hesitate to give their strategic information about the 
common program and finally decide to retain it, we have a case of asymmetry of information and of lack of 
confidence of this nature 
 
State in Region (player 2) 
  Cooperate do not cooperate 
Regional Council cooperate ( + 6 ; + 6) (0 ;- 9) 
(player 1) do not cooperate ( 9 ; 0) (-1; -1) 
 
Diagram 1 : non co-operative equilibrium 
 
Suppose that gains and losses are distributed as presented in diagram 1 (the first number represents the gain or 
loss of the first player, i.e. the Regional Council). If there is a lack of confidence and a possibility in a one-shot 
game to obtain some strategic information from the other player, then, when each player choose his best 
response to the other's, he will choose the non co-operative move. The Nash Equilibrium so defined will be non 
co-operative. Nevertheless, co-operation would have been more profitable for everyone. Game theory has told 
us that, in this configuration, two means can be employed to change the Nash Equilibrium. The first one is to 
reduce the asymmetric profit of the diffusion or sharing of some strategic information (from 9 to 5 in the 
example). The second is to increase every individual profit from co-operative attitude (from 6 to 10 in the 
example) : the gains to be expected from co-operation in evaluation would have to be greater. A third trivial 
solution would be to postulate that a non co-operative behaviour is not possible in repeated games ! 
 
First of all, in France, State and Regional Councils find to-day themselves practically in a starting equal judicial 
state of autonomy and responsibility. We note also that the two official authorities share more and more common 
actions. Many explanations are present here : some competences are shared by nature at different levels 
nonobstant some results of the theory of fiscal federalism. In reality, many competences are linked (national, 
regional and departemental roads for instance) [BRETON, A., 1997]. The observed facts are common policies, 
embedded actions with one pilot and co-financed policies (in French, "financements croisés"). Secondly, in the 
French context, it appeared in the recent years that the two partners in evaluation have also approximatively the 
some needs of efficiency (no waste), coherence, efficacity, effectivity and satisfaction of some beneficiaries 
because of a growing need of a better public action. Re-election Re-election need, control by "Cour des 
Comptes" or "Chambre Régionale des Comptes" seem to be really incitative and explain this convergence. 
Thirdly, with experimentation, the results and the possibility of using them (by retro-action) are considered as 
good cooperative surplus, not necessarily better than those expected, but sufficiently incitative to pursue the 
cooperation in evaluation. Administrative agents (from the state or the Regional Council services) can therefore 
considered that evaluation is not a single supplementary work but a true investment in information and 
preparation of a future action [Comité régional d'évaluation, 1997a]. A "préfet de région" who has necessarily to 
do evaluation of State Region Contracts (circular of 9 december 1993) can observed that there is generally a 
surplus of information when the evaluation is piloted by a cooperative device : the experience of Brittany is here 
 6 
considered has a good example of the production of such a surplus [Comité Régional d'Evaluation 1997a]. Light 
evaluation development induces the production of a quasi-exhaustive data base of selected indicators describing 
the implementation and the consequences of actions (table 1). 
 
Can we say that each partner has an interest in a partnerial  evaluation? Does the net global surplus be positive? 
Will it be correctly distributed between partners? These questions have to be enlightened by the previously 
presented considerations of game theory. 
 
First of all, the two partners have to experiment the need for the constitution of a club or a joint venture in 
evaluation. One elementary condition observed in Brittany is the existence of mutual confidence. A second 
elementary condition can be found in the preliminary step of common experimentation in evaluation. The result 
of this experimentation is a preliminary agreement on words and the sharing of the same culture in evaluation of 
public policies. This usually facilitate organisational learning and communication (i.e. production, transmission, 
decoding of information). The result is common knowledge and knowledge recognised as such by the two 
deciders. And this common knowledge can have some operational consequences when half-term deadlines for the 
contract are reached or when the setting up of a new plan (therefore a new contract) is imminent.  
 
Secondly, two partners are more credible than one when the production of information on a program has to be 
decided and to be undertaken. On the state administration side, it is better for a "préfet de région" to be seen as 
co-operating in a club of evaluation with the Regional Council
1
 . Everybody can guess that it is also the best way 
for getting information on programs notwithstanding the fact that one of the partners has the leadership on the 
implementation of the program. On the Regional Council side, it would be very difficult to keep to one's own set. 
Evaluation realised without State would not appear as sufficiently different from auto-evaluation (i.e. not 
evaluation at all), or from simple internal management control. Furthermore, we can have a doubt upon the 
possibilities of obtaining in this case some crucial informations from civil servants of the State if the latter was 
not integrated in the evaluation process! 
3 The case of Brittany. 
Among the cases of performant partnerial evaluation, the case of Brittany is worth hearing and analysing. Since 
1990, Regional Council presided by Yvon Bourges (ex minister of General De Gaulle) and the successive 
regional prefects have experimented and afterwards institutionalised a Regional Council of Evaluation assisted by 
a scientific committee (in fact, a semi-scientific and semi-administrative committee of experts in evaluation). 
[Comité régional d'Evaluation, 1997a, 1997b, 1997c]. Each partner, in addition to the fact of having satisfied a 
legal obligation, recognize to-day that he finds an equal individual interest in the co-production of information 
about public programs and policies. Each partner has re-organised his services to integrate the regard for 
evaluation. This regard is primarily oriented to the construction of a better system of selected information. This 
                                                 
1 Theoretically, all the regional prefects could, by this time, have implemented the 9th december circular covering the 
evaluation of plan contracts. It is stipulated that evaluation is at least partially obligatory for the State. The financement of 
this evaluation is the following : funds are ear-marked on the central government level (Commissariat général du Plan) and 
each general secretary for regional affairs (the assistant of the regional prefect) must exercise his drawing rights upon the 
funds which are kept under the auspices of this central government. 
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information is collected by several qualitative and quantitative methods discussed in a sub-group ad hoc of the 
scientific committee and the aid of the officials who "owned" the resources of information. The experience now 
distinguishes two cases : light evaluation and deep evaluation. In each case, the work consists in the creation of 
pertinent indicators on the programs..  The Committee owns 600 indicators. 
 
In Brittany, twelve classes of potential indicators are proposed for light evaluation (table 2). To-day these are 
operational at a 95% level. The first class is constituted by indicators of physical monitoring. The second class by 
indicators of financial monitoring. Then, there are indicators following the programmes' schedules. Then, 
indicators to measure the action's efficacy, i. e. the ratio between the officials and announced objectives and 
realised objectives . These latter objectives are intermediary or instrumental objectives in order to realise final 
objectives  (in the quantitative reference unit or in the qualitative reference which is that of multi-criteria or the 
result of a vaguer logic). Then, an another class of indicators is constituted by potential first-rank effects 
indicators ; the following classes are that of second-rank effects and that of  non-intentional effects on 
beneficiaries, eligibles but not beneficiaries, or third-persons. 
 
Finally, so as to prepare the synthesis by the elected representatives of the degree of coherence and pertinence of 
the actions they decide to undertake, synthetic representative indicators are created : they are measures of the 
"good" or the "bad" character of a program i.e. of its pertinence, on the basis of direct surveys upon the 
beneficiaries, the eligible non-beneficiaries and third-persons. In fact, the elected representatives are those who 
are really responsible for pertinence indicators. They render judgement after having considered the wealth of the 
information that reaches them by different channels and not only by the channel of recapitulative evaluation, : 
they are in possession of the best information on the satisfaction of social demand and the strength of the 
different groups of interest. 
 
In deep evaluation, an ad-hoc group have to obtain either directly or indirectly by complementary surveys, the 
right to obtain the necessary information concerning the proposition of the twelve classes of indicators and the 
drafting of the detailed indicators which potentially seem accessible. Afterwards, it remains for it to accept to 
organize the search  or more precisely the co-production of the desired information. It is here that real partnerial 
evaluation starts. 
If evaluation is light, the ad hoc group and services that carry public action have to examine the potential results 
of evaluation and to consider its feasibility and interest : they have to decide, with the aid of the experts of the 
scientific committee, on what could be the crucial or warning indicators of each line of action. They must also 
decide upon the seasonability of the indicator, its support, and the nature of the operational group which is to be 
informed about the indicator's evaluation. 
 
If the evaluation of such a line of action of the plan contract is deep, [and one can hope that this is the case in 
areas most expensive in public funds (for reasons of efficiency) or in the most complex areas ( for reasons of its 
contribution to helping methods progress)], the elaboration of the terms of reference must be a common effort  
and has to furnish the main lines to be followed. The latter may be revised, as works progresses, by a pilot group 
between the State and the Regional Council, with some of its members belonging to the scientific commission. 
 8 
The choice of crucial indicators is made as the results emerge. The proposed synthesis found in the summary 
which is the final report is subsequently put under private consideration by the scientific body which, being a 
third-person in the partnership, has the possibility of having a counter-reporter. This latter, as third-person and 
expert, will insist upon the scope and limit other results obtained. It is well-known in particular that common 
knowledge produced under the name of effectivity indicators is often flawed by a good degree of uncertainty for 
several reasons : the main one being that it is always difficult to separate the main effects of such and such a 
measure because the instruments are not always separated in real terms and that every manipulation of an 
instrument produced various types of effects, some unintentional, unforeseen and even, sometimes perverted. 
 
The different problems to be solved can sometimes find a common solution among the two partners if each has 
identical goals in terms of evaluation (instrumental utilisation so as to improve the next action, [cf. RIST, R.C., 
1995, introduction]. A solution may also be reached if each partner accepts to make a minimum of concessions 
and if the two partners, through repeated trials, learn together. It is nonetheless inevitable that problems 
concerning the interpretation of common information and its use, subsist : in the implementation of the same 
action of a same plan contract, the two partners are, in effect, in fine in the logic of a situation that leaves them 
with their differences and which does not lead them to a joining of their interests. Dissymetries do not disappear 
through co-operative games. But the observation of the case of Brittany show that the game is reasonably 
playable for each player. 
 
4 Some lessons concerning the choice of domain of investigation for territorial evaluation in France. 
 
At the national level, diverse areas have been the object of evaluation investigation (Conseil Scientifique de 
l'évaluation, 1993,1994,1995) and above all social policies. In the same way, in the area of the evaluation of plan 
contracts, economic and social aids seem to be a privileged field. In Brittany, a large diversity of evaluation has 
been realized (cf. Annexe 2) But agro-environmental measures are also attractive for evaluators. In the two cases, 
the programmes have complex effects. That is probably one of the reason of the choice. With our limited 
experience, we can say that it is possible with a deep process of evaluation to be better informed about the 
impact, the efficacy or the efficiency of public action. The still existant difficulties in these areas are with the 
interpretation of inquiry's results : how could you interrogate beneficiaries or non beneficiaries about the effects 
of social or environmental programs ? These programs are so long-term oriented or so conflictual between 
classes or generations. Here, the criteria to be used for the judgement have to be multiple and you have to 
proceed with carefulness. In these areas, the results are generally reached with a good dose of uncertainty; as 
often than not, the relation of causality between the program and its effects is difficult to elucidate; different 
programmes always interact rendering insignificant the possibilities of the imputation of some such cause to some 
such effect ; answers to some questions are often of a moral type ("warmglow effect", cf. Baslé, M. 1995a), etc... 
 
Conclusion 
 
Within the French institutional context since decentralisation and administrative deconcentration, the 
experimentation of a lot of partnership committees has been pursued. The recent generalisation of the obligation 
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of evaluation, in a context of multilevel or cross-financing projects, has lead to the multiplication of co-
production initiatives at a regional level. (Bretagne, Nord-Pas de Calais, Rhône-Alpes, Poitou-Charentes...) 
More common knowledge exist on the impact of some expensive programmes. Consequently, we observed some 
improvement and organisational learning in public management of Europeans programmes and of regionalized 
actions. 
Even if the value and liability of some results obtained through partnership are never absolute, the mere existence 
of the possibility of control and of evaluation is henceforth a real pressure on elected representatives  and their 
services. 
Partnership does not suppress some forms of fiscal, financial and symbolic competition between public actors. It 
is a new element in the pacific game or struggle for competencies, powers and means at the regional level in 
France. (on this point see Breton, A. , 1997). 
 
Bibliography 
 
ALBAEK, E., (1989-90), "Policy Evaluation : design and utilisation", Knowledge in Society, volume 2, n°4, pp 
6-19. 
ARGYRIS, C., SHON, D.,(1976), Theory in practice, Tavistock publications, Londres. 
BASLE, M., PELE, F., (1994), "L'évaluation des politiques et des contrats de plan Etat-Région en France : la 
situation en France en fin 1994", Cahiers économiques de Bretagne, volume 39, n°4, PP 1-29, Rennes. 
BASLE, M., (1995a), "Problèmes de transposition de la méthode d'évaluation contingente au cas des services 
collectifs publics et sociaux", Politiques et management public, volume 13, n°2, juin, pp1-19, Paris. 
BASLE, M., (1995b), "Essai sur les jugements de valeur et les méthodes d'évaluation..." in Changement 
institutionnel et changement technologique, BASLE, M., DUFOURT, D., HERAUD, J.A., PERRIN, J., éditeurs, 
Editions du Centre National de Recherche Scientifique, Paris. 
BRETON, A., (1997), "Competitive goverments. An economic theory of politics and public finance". Cambridge 
University Press. 
Commissariat Général du Plan, (1995), Rapport sur le colloque de Toulouse d'octobre 1994, roneoté. 
CONSEIL SCIENTIFIQUE DE L'EVALUATION, (1996), Petit guide de l'évaluation des politiques publiques, 
La documentation française, Paris. 
CONSEIL SCIENTIFIQUE DE L'EVALUATION, (1993,1994,1995), L'évaluation en développement. Rapport 
sur l'évolution des pratiques d'évaluation des politiques publiques, La Documentation Française, Paris. 
GAUDY, C. (1996), Bilan des expériences en matière d'évaluation des programmes européens, objectif 2 et 5b, 
Centre d'études de projets, une étude financée par la Délégation française à l'aménagement du territoire. 
RIST, R.C. (1989), "Management accountability : the signals sent by auditing and evaluation", Journal of public 
policy, volume 9, n°3, july-september, pp365-369. 
RIST, R.C., editor, (1995), Policy evaluation. Linking theory to practice, The international library of 
comparative public policy, an Elgar Reference collection, Edward Elgar. 
 
Annex 2 
Summary of the domains of the partenarial  
 10 
process of evaluation in Britanny. 1991-1997 
 
1991-1992. Oparca (Operation programmée d'aide  à la rénovation du commerce et de l'artisanat) 
1991-1994. Urban national polices in Britanny (Développement social des quartiers) 
1992-1994. European program, objective 2, industrial reconversion (Tregor area) 
1992-1993. European program, objectif 5b, rural areas.  
1993-1994. Program of assistance to small enterprises. Fonds régional d'aide au conseil pour les entreprises 
(FRAC) 
1994-1998. Light and exhaustive evaluation of partenarial policies in Brittany (State Regional Council) 
1995-1996. Evaluation du "Chèque-force" (Program of insertion of unemployed) 
1996-1997. Cahier des charges ou études de faisabilité. 
- urban policy 
- plan routier breton (infrastructures roads) 
- aide aux projets créateurs d'emplois a temps partagé (aid to the employees with multiple employers) 
- environmental indicators of efftects of regional public policies. 
 
